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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-3, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Kaczmarek (US Patent 4,907,120). 

Claim 1 is limited to a telecommunication apparatus. Kaczmarek discloses a 
multi-stage surge protector and isolation barrier connectable to a telephone 
network (figure 1 ). Kaczmarek discloses using the device to protect communications 
(i.e. telephony) devices (abstract). Therefore, Kaczmarek anticipates all limitations of 
the claim. 

Claim 2 is limited to the telecommunication apparatus of claim 1, as covered 
by Kaczmarek. Kaczmarek discloses a first stage (figure 1 , element 20) operative to 
limit an output voltage to a predefined level; and a second stage operative to 
dissipate a transient from said first stage (figure 1 , elements D). Therefore, 
Kaczmarek anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 15 is rejected for the same reasons as in claim 2. 

Claim 3 is limited to the telecommunications apparatus of claim 2, as covered 
by Kaczmarek. Kaczmarek discloses spark gap circuitry connectable to the 
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communications (i.e. telephone) network (figure 1 ) (abstract). Therefore, Kaczmarek 
anticipates all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 16 is rejected for the same reasons as in claim 3. 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4, 5, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kaczmarek in view of Atkins (US Patent 5,416,663). 

Claim 4 is limited to the telecommunications apparatus of claim 3, as covered 
by Kaczmarek. Kaczmarek discloses a primary spark gap (figure 2, element 20) 



(column 7, lines 16-17) coupled between a tip line and a ring line of the telephone 
network (figure 1 , elements T, R). Kaczmarek discloses a first a first secondary diode 
coupled to the tip line and ground (figure 1, element D between 16 and 19); and a 
second secondary diode coupled to the ring line and ground (figure 1, element D 
between 17 and 19). Therefore, Kaczmarek anticipates all limitations of the claim with 
the exception of first and secondary spark gaps. Atkins teaches using spark gaps in 
place of solid state triacs/diodes (figure 1 , elements 3) to clamp voltages above a 
certain threshold. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to use spark gaps as taught by Atkins in place of solid state diodes 
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as used by Kaczmarek because spark gap devices are cheaper and easier to 
manufacture than solid state devices. 

Claim 5 is limited to the telecommunications apparatus of claim 4, as covered 
by Kaczmarek in view of Atkins. Kaczmarek discloses a first current limiting resistor 
coupled in series with the tip line and one side of said primary spark gap (figure 1 , 
element R between 13 and 16); and a second current limiting resistor coupled in 
series with the ring line and another side of said primary spark gap (figure 1 , 
element R between 12 and 1 7). Therefore, Kaczmarek in view of Atkins makes obvious 
all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 17 is rejected for the same reasons as in claim 4. 

Claim 6-10, 13, 14, and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens (US Patent 4,845,580). 

Claim 6 is limited to the telecommunications apparatus of claim 2, as covered 
by Kaczmarek. Kaczmarek discloses clamping and cutting off voltages between a 
communications line and a communications device, however, does not disclose any 
type of output filtering. Therefore, Kaczmarek anticipates all limitations of the claim with 
the exception wherein said second stage comprises LC circuitry in communication 
with said telephony device. Kitchens teaches a LC-type bandpass filter (figure 1 , 
elements L6, C7, L9, C8) connected to the output of a voltage limiting/clamping circuit 
that prevents high-frequency voltage spikes such as lightning strikes from damaging the 
communications device connected to the remaining protection circuitry (column 1, lines 
34-50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the LC 
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based BPF circuitry as taught by Kitchens for the purpose of preventing damage to 
communication equipment caused by high-frequency lightning strikes. 

Claim 7 is limited to the telecommunications apparatus of claim 6, as covered 
by Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens. Kitchens teaches a first LC filter connected to one 
output of said first stage corresponding to a tip line of the telephone network 
(figure 1 , elements L6 and C7); and a second LC filter connected to another output 
of said first stage corresponding to a ring line of the telephone network (figure 1 , 
elements L9 and C8). Therefore, Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 

Claim 8 is limited to the telecommunications apparatus of claim 7, as covered 
by Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens. Kitchens teaches a first inductor (figure 1 , element 
L6) in series with the one output of said first stage corresponding to the tip line 
and a first LC filter output (figure 1, element AC LEG1); and a first capacitor (figure 
1 , element C7) coupled between the first LC filter output and ground; a Second 
inductor (figure 1 , element L9) in series with the other output of said first stage 
corresponding to the ring line and a second LC filter output (figure 1, element AC 
LEG 2); and a second capacitor (figure 1 , element C8) coupled between the other 
output of said second LC filter output and ground. Therefore, Kaczmarek in view of 
Kitchens makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claim 9 is limited to a surge protector/isolation barrier for a telephony 
device. Kaczmarek discloses a first stage circuitry (figure 1 , element 20) 
connectable to a telephone network and operative to clamp an incoming voltage 
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to a pre-determined level. Therefore, Kaczmarek anticipates all limitations of the 
claim with the exception of a second stage circuitry in communication with said 
first stage circuitry and operative to filter a transient produced by said first stage 
circuitry. Kitchens teaches a LC-type bandpass filter (figure 1, elements L6, C7, L9, 
C8) connected to the output of a voltage limiting/clamping circuit that prevents high- 
frequency voltage spikes such as lightning strikes from damaging the communications 
device connected to the remaining protection circuitry (column 1, lines 34-50). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the LC based BPF circuitry 
as taught by Kitchens for the purpose of preventing damage to communication 
equipment caused by high-frequency lightning strikes. 

Claim 10 is limited to the surge protector/isolation barrier of claim 9, as 
covered by Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens. Kaczmarek discloses spark gap circuitry 
(figure 1 ) (abstract). Therefore, Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens anticipates all limitations 
of the claim with the exception wherein said second stage circuitry comprises LC 
circuitry. Kitchens teaches a LC-type bandpass filter (figure 1 , elements L6, C7, L9, 
C8) connected to the output of a voltage limiting/clamping circuit that prevents high- 
frequency voltage spikes such as lightning strikes from damaging the communications 
device connected to the remaining protection circuitry (column 1, lines 34-50). 
Therefore, Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens makes obvious all limitations of the claim. 

Claims 13 and 14 are rejected for the same reasons as in claims 7, and 8, 
respectively. 

Claims 18-20 are rejected for the same reasons as in claims 6-8, respectively. 
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Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens and further in view of Atkins. 

Claim 1 1 is limited to the surge protector/isolation barrier of claim 10, as 
covered by Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens. Kaczmarek discloses a first a first 
secondary diode coupled to the tip line and ground (figure 1 , element D between 16 
and 19); and a second secondary diode coupled to the ring line and ground (figure 
1, element D between 17 and 19). Therefore, Kaczmarek anticipates all limitations of 
the claim with the exception of first and secondary spark gaps. Atkins teaches using 
spark gaps in place of solid state triacs/diodes (figure 1 , elements 3) to clamp voltages 
above a certain threshold. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to use spark gaps as taught by Atkins in place of solid state 
diodes as used by Kaczmarek because spark gap devices are cheaper and easier to 
manufacture than solid state devices. 

Claim 12 is limited to the surge protector/isolation barrier of claim 11, as 
covered by Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens and further in view of Atkins. Kaczmarek 
discloses a first current limiting resistor coupled in series with the tip line and one 
side of said primary spark gap (figure 1 , element R between 13 and 16); and a 
second current limiting resistor coupled in series with the ring line and another 
side of said primary spark gap (figure 1, element R between 12 and 17). Therefore, 
Kaczmarek in view of Kitchens and further in view of Atkins makes obvious all 
limitations of the claim. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Walter F Briney III whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0347. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Forester W Isen can be reached on 703-305-4386. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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3/9/04 
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